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Abstract: Background: Research has highlighted the multitude of factors that are negatively associated
with coach mental well-being but has failed to investigate how the determinants of mental well-being
can affect the coach both positively and negatively. Accordingly, the aim of this study was to
investigate levels of mental well-being among sport coaches and assess whether areas of work
life—specifically workload and control—are related to levels of mental well-being. Method: An online
survey comprising demographic and coaching experience details, the Areas of Work Life Scale (AWS),
and the Warwick–Edinburgh Mental Well-Being Scale was completed by 464 Australian coaches
involved in a range of sports. Differences in coach mental well-being according to key demographic
and coaching-related subgroups were assessed using separate t-test and ANOVA analyses and the
magnitude of effects was determined using Cohen’s d and the eta-squared (ή2) statistics. Multiple
linear regression was used to examine relationships between both workload and control and mental
well-being after controlling for age, gender, coaching setting and weekly coaching activity. Results:
The findings indicate poorer mental well-being among both male and younger coaches and indicate
that coach mental well-being is related to the ability to self-manage the workload associated with their
role as a coach as well as greater autonomy over coaching-related tasks and activities. Specifically,
a one-unit increase in AWS workload and AWS control were associated with ~three- and ~four-unit
increases in coach mental well-being, respectively. Conclusion: Greater provision of resources and
education is required to assist coaches to manage their own mental well-being, while being supported
by the organisation they coach for. Enabling coaches to balance their coaching requirements and to
have control over their environment will improve their ability to constantly coach at a high standard.

Keywords: workload; control; areas of work life; stress; self-regulation

1. Introduction

Coaches, at all levels of sport, experience many stressors (i.e., athlete performance, expectations,
external scrutiny) related to their daily coaching activity [1]. Given the nature of the coaching role
and the dynamic nature of the sport context in which they operate, this repeated exposure to stressors
has the potential to impact their mental well-being. Mental well-being has been defined as a person’s
psychological functioning, satisfaction with life and their ability to create/maintain mutually beneficial
relationships [2]. Higher levels of mental well-being (i.e., above 59 on the Warwick–Edinburgh Mental
Well-Being Scale (WEMWBS)) are associated with more happiness, subjective vitality and positivity [3],
while lower levels (i.e., below 40 on the WEMWBS) are related to emotional and physical exhaustion,
low satisfaction, and a lack of caring [4]. Research demonstrating links between workplace stressors
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and levels of employee mental well-being comes from a range of workplace settings [5]. However, few
studies have examined levels of mental well-being, as well as factors associated with mental well-being,
among those involved in the sport workforce. This is particularly true for individuals who work or
volunteer as coaches.

Across all levels of sport, the coach’s role is to design and deliver a systematic program to facilitate
improvement in individual and team performance. Coaches are also required to provide a safe
environment and limit potential risks for participants. At the community level (i.e., local/community
sporting competitions), coaches often have a variety of roles and responsibilities including youth
engagement, dealing with parents, organisational fundraising, and multiple administrative duties [6].
In high-performance sport (i.e., national/international level competition), they are influential in the
development of the organisational culture, building brand awareness, and are an integral face of
the organisation [7]. High-performance coaches also maintain long work hours, have short-term
contracts and low job security [8], while under constant scrutiny from media and public. To effectively
manage these interactions, the coach must be able to maintain high levels of mental well-being and
functioning [9].

Normative levels of mental well-being have been reported in Australia’s general population
(M = 48.1) [10] and within specific populations (i.e., teachers, M = 47.2 [11]; general practitioners,
M = 50.2, [12]) using the WEMWBS. These studies have also identified a number of important correlates
of mental well-being. In brief, these include personality, financial stability, employment type [13],
cognitive and emotional demands [14], opportunity to develop, and positive social relationships [15].
An inability of organisations to provide flexible working arrangements also impacts employee mental
well-being negatively [5]. Having meaningful employment increases mental well-being [16], with job
satisfaction associated with reduced potential for burnout [17]. Other studies have reported higher
levels of mental well-being associated with improved psychological functioning (i.e., an ability to
achieve personal goals) as individuals age, particularly the use of more adaptive coping strategies [18].
Levels of mental well-being change over time, with autonomy and competence increasing with age [19].
Examining job-related stressors, Dewe, O’Driscoll and Cooper [5] noted workload, poor communication,
and job security were among the key concerns of employees. Arnold and Fletcher’s [20] research
synthesis found 640 distinct stressors in the sport workplace, with organisational leadership and
culture issues of prime importance. They identified that many employees in sports organisations often
have unclear or unrealistic goals, with no control over these.

According to the social-ecological model [21] a number of personal (i.e., age; gender) and coaching
(i.e., competition setting) variables are associated with coach mental well-being. Older coaches are
better able to self-regulate against stressors than younger coaches [22]. Coaches with less ability
to manage workload are more susceptible to poorer mental well-being [23], while coaching in an
autonomy-supportive environment can improve mental well-being [24]. McNeill, Durand-Bush and
Lemyre [25] found coaches who were at risk of burnout when working on average nine hours longer
per week than coaches who were thriving. Kilo and Hassmén’s [26] study of Australian sport coaches
recognised negative effects on mental well-being as a result of spending more hours per week coaching
and having a higher perceived workload. Job role and control of support staff [27] and conflict with
employers [28] are significant stressors for coaches. Norman and Rankin-Wright [29] identified lower
levels of mental well-being for female coaches, as they experience poorer work–life balance, fewer
social networks in the industry, and lacked trust from their organisation. Older women in coaching
also tend to feel undervalued and less supported by their organisation [29].

A general belief is that coaches in higher levels of sports performance experience greater stressors
and therefore are more susceptible to lower levels of mental well-being than individuals coaching at
the community level. Recent research challenges this notion, with no differences in mental well-being
reported by coaches from different performance levels [25] indicating that community-level coaches
just experience different stressors (i.e., ensuring athlete continuation in sport) to those coaching
in high-performance settings [30]. An inability for coaches to manage workloads leads to great
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difficulty in managing mental well-being [8]. Higher workloads also predict higher levels of emotional
exhaustion [26], which is likely to decrease mental well-being. The level of control a coach has over
her/his workplace is an important correlate of mental well-being [31]. Lower levels of control will
decrease mental well-being [32].

The aims of this study were to investigate levels of mental well-being among Australian sport
coaches and assess whether areas of work life—specifically workload and control—are related to levels
of mental well-being. Based on previous literature, it was hypothesised that: (1) sport coaches will
report moderate levels of mental well-being and that levels will differ according to individual and
coaching factors—specifically coaches who are male, older, and have fewer weekly coaching hours
have higher levels of mental well-being; and (2) workload manageability and control will be positively
associated with higher levels of mental well-being after controlling for personal (gender, age) and
coaching (setting, weekly hours coaching) variables.

2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Recruitment and Sample

Participants were recruited from sport coaching networks across Australia. A list of 33 national and
state sport/coaching organisations were identified and contacted about the study. Representatives from
each of the organisations emailed information about the study and associated materials to registered
coaches associated with their organisation. The email included a flyer with information about the study,
a plain language statement and consent form as well as link to the survey. Collectively, the number of
coaches associated with the 33 organisations were estimated at ~4000—from which, 464 completed an
online survey. The sample comprised Australian-based coaches involved in coaching (one or more)
sports from ‘recreational’ (i.e., community) through to ‘high-performance’ (i.e., elite) levels.

2.2. Instrument and Measures

An online survey instrument was used to capture demographic coaching and workplace
information as well mental well-being data. Demographic questions included gender and age.
Coaching questions included ‘what is your current coach setting?’; ‘what is the highest coach
accreditation (e.g., level 1–4) you hold in this sport(s)?’, ‘how many years have you been a coach in
this sport (at all levels)?’; ‘do you currently coach a team or individual athletes?’; and ‘total hours of
coaching activity during the week (including planning administration, etc.)?’. Work-life experiences
was captured using the Areas of Work-life Scale (AWS) [33]. Broadly, the AWS is used to assess work
areas that positively or negatively contribute to work engagement and burnout. The AWS consists
of 29 items that reflect six dimensions: (1) workload—the ability to manage job demands (5 items;
e.g., ‘I have enough time to do what’s important in my job’); (2) control—the perceived capacity of
individuals to impact choices identifying their work, to exercise personal autonomy, and to access
assets keeping in mind the end goal to finish their work (4 items; e.g., ‘I have control over how I do
my work’); (3) reward—the power of reinforcement to shape performance and indicates the degree to
which rewards are consistent with the individual’s desires (4 items; e.g., ‘I receive recognition from
others for my work’); (4) community—the nature of social interaction that occurs in the workplace
(5 items; e.g., ‘People trust one another to fulfill their roles’); (5) fairness—the degree to which choices
and asset designation at work are seen as reasonable and respected by others (6 items; e.g., ‘Resources
are allocated fairly here’) and (6) values—the standards and inspirations that initially draw individuals
to a particular job (4 items; e.g., ‘My values and organisation’s values are alike’). Two of the AWS’ six
dimensions—workload and control—were used for the present study. Responses are indicated using a
5-point Likert scale (1 = ‘strongly disagree’, 5 = ‘strongly agree’). Studies have indicated that the AWS
is valid and has acceptable reliability (α = 0.78–0.90) [34,35]. Mental well-being was assessed using The
Warwick–Edinburgh Mental Wellbeing Scale (WEMWBS) [36]. The WEMWBS comprises 14 statements
covering both feelings and functioning aspects of mental well-being based over the previous two
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weeks [37]; for example, ‘I’ve been feeling close to other people’, ‘I’ve been feeling confident’, and
‘I’ve been feeling relaxed’. Responses are indicated using a 5-point Likert scale (1 = ‘none of the time’,
5 = ‘all of the time’) with higher scores indicating better individual mental well-being. The WEMWBS
has good content validity and acceptable internal consistency (α = 0.89) [36] and is an appropriate tool
to measure mental health and wellbeing across a range of populations [38].

Coach mental well-being indicated by total WEMWBS score was the primary outcome measure.
Key predictors included coach age and gender, coaching setting and weekly coaching activity as well
as manageability of workload and work-life control as indicated by the relevant AWS subscales.

2.3. Procedure

Participants completed the survey questionnaire anonymously using Qualtrics software (Qualtrics,
Provo, UT, USA) during August—November 2017 and typically took approximately 20 minutes. Ethical
approval (HEAG-H 97_2017) for the study was provided by the authors’ institutional ethics committee
and informed consent obtained from participants.

2.4. Analysis

Categorical response and numeric-based free text responses were recoded into ordered categories
as follows. Age was recoded into three categories (years; ≤30, 31–50, >50); current coach setting into two
categories (high performance and representative = ‘performance’, club and recreational = ‘community’);
highest level of coach accreditation for the main sport was coded into four categories (none, level
1 = introductory, level 2 = intermediate, level 3 = advanced—derived by two members of the research
team (FC, MM) after reviewing and agreeing on competencies for the different levels across sports
indicated by coaches); period coaching their main sport into four categories (years; ≤2, >2–5, >5–10,
>10) and weekly coaching activity into three categories (hours; ≤10, >10–20, >20). Descriptive statistics
(means, proportions) were used to summarise demographic and coaching variables. Scale and subscale
scores were computed for the AWS and WEMWBS according to published protocols and internal
consistency assessed using Cronbach’s alpha. Relationships between coach/work-related experiences
(AWS workload and control subscales) and coach well-being (WEMWBS scores) were assessed using
Pearson’s correlation statistic. Differences in coach well-being according to key demographic and
coaching subgroups were assessed using separate t-test and ANOVA analyses and magnitude of effects
determined using Cohen’s d and the eta-squared (η2) statistics. Multiple linear regression was used
to examine relationships between both workload and control and coach well-being after controlling
for age, gender, coaching setting and weekly coaching activity. Analyses were performed using Stata
Statistical Software: Release 15 [39] and significance of effects determined as p < 0.05.

3. Results

Most coaches were male, aged between 31 and 50 years, coached a team sport(s), for less than
20 h/week at the community level. Most coaches held a coach accreditation (level 1 or 2 equivalent)
and almost one-third reported having coached in their main sport for more than 10 years (see Table 1).
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Table 1. Demographic characteristics of sample.

Variable n %

Gender
Male 362 78.9
Female 97 21.1

Age group (years)
≤30 58 12.5
31–50 290 62.5
>50 116 25.0

Coach setting
Performance 128 27.6
Community 336 72.4

Coaching activity (h/week)
≤10 188 40.5
>10–≤20 183 39.4
>20 93 20.0

Highest level coach accreditation
None 17 3.8
Level 1 242 53.4
Level 2 138 30.5
Level 3 56 12.4

Period coaching main sport (years)
≤2 97 20.9
>2–≤5 110 23.7
>5–≤10 106 22.8
>10 151 32.5

Coaching type
Individual athlete(s) only 61 13.2
Team(s) only 318 68.8
Individual athlete(s) and team(s) 83 18.0

The internal consistency values for the AWS workload, AWS control and WEMWBS subscales/scales
demonstrated were all acceptable; AWS workload α = 0.70, AWS control α = 0.83, and WEMWBS
α = 0.92. The AWS workload and control subscales were both positively correlated with the WEMWBS
scale (workload: r = 0.35, p < 0.001; control: r = 0.42, p < 0.001).

The mean well-being score for all coaches was 50.9 (95% confidence interval: 50.2–51.7) indicating
that coaches in this sample generally reported high levels of well-being. Mean well-being scores for
the demographic and coaching subgroups are presented in Table 2. Higher levels of well-being were
reported by older coaches and coaches who reported higher levels of workload manageability as well
as higher levels of control over their work life. No differences in coach well-being were observed for
gender, coach setting and level of (weekly) coaching activity (see Table 2).
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Table 2. Summary of subgroup analyses for coach well-being (Warwick–Edinburgh Mental Well-Being
Scale (WEMWBS) total score).

Variable M (SD) t/F p d/η2

Demographic
Gender

Male 50.6 (7.7) −1.41 0.16 −0.16
Female 51.9 (8.3)

Age group (years)
≤30 50.1 (8.8) 6.53 0.002 0.03
31–50 50.2 (7.6)
>50 53.2 (7.3)

Coaching
Coach setting

Performance 51.7 (8.3) 1.22 0.22 0.13
Community 50.7 (7.6)

Coaching activity (h/week)
≤10 51.3 (8.0) 0.95 0.39 0.03
>10–≤20 51.0 (7.5)
>20 50.0 (8.0)

The relationship between personal and coaching workload manageability and control over their
work life and mental well-being was examined using multivariate regression. Results of this adjusted
analysis are presented in Table 3 and show lower mental well-being scores for male coaches (~2 mental
well-being units), and younger- and middle-aged coaches (each ~3 mental well-being units lower)
than their female and older-aged counterparts. Coach setting and level of weekly coaching activity
were not related to coach mental well-being. Both AWS workload and AWS control variables were
significantly related to mental well-being, whereby a one-unit increase in AWS workload and AWS
control were associated with ~3 and ~4 unit increases in coach mental well-being (see Table 3).

Table 3. Multivariate model predicting coach mental well-being (WEMWBS total score).

Variable b se p

Gender (ref: female) −1.70 0.83 0.04
Age (ref: >50 years

≤30 years −2.81 1.17 0.02
31–50 years −2.70 0.79 0.001

Coach setting (ref: community) 1.48 0.81 0.07
Coaching activity (ref: ≤10 h/week)

>10–≤20 h/week −1.06 0.75 0.16
>20 h/week −0.60 0.96 0.53

AWS workload 2.80 0.47 <0.001
AWS control 3.58 0.44 <0.001

Areas of Work Life Scale (AWS) workload/control subscales: 1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree.

4. Discussion

The primary aim of this study was to investigate mental well-being among sports coaches working
in Australia. It was predicted that more manageable levels of workload and more control over role
autonomy would be positively related to higher levels of mental well-being. Overall, coaches in the
present study generally had high levels of mental well-being. Findings from the adjusted analysis
indicated that older and female coaches had higher levels of mental well-being while no differences
were discerned for either coach setting or (weekly) coaching activity. Workload manageability and
work-life control were both associated with mental well-being scores; coaches with a greater ability to
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manage their workload and with more control over decisions made in the workplace reported higher
levels of mental well-being.

Mean mental well-being scores as measured by the WEMWBS for male coaches are 50.6 and
51.9 for female coaches, which compares favourably to the general Australian population (48.1) as
measured by the Australian Psychological Society [10] national survey. These scores were also higher
than those in similar professions, with mean scores of teachers recorded at 47.2 [11]. Reasons for
this may be related to an increased sense of belonging for coaches as they work within teams and
associations, leading to an increase in availability of social support. There must also be some source of
motivation to continue within the coaching role and contribute to the development of participants.

The findings indicated that older coaches (i.e., those over 50 years of age) had better mental
well-being than younger coaches. The suggestion here is that coaches are better able to manage
workplace factors as they age. More coaching/life experience or less responsibilities in their personal
life could be influencing factors. These coaches may also be more settled in their career and earned the
trust of the organisations they work for (they also report more control over their work life and more
manageable workloads). This corroborates previous research that reported emotional exhaustion can
decrease with age [22]. An assumption based on general populations [18] is that these coaches are
better at self-regulating against the numerous workplace factors experienced. There has been growing
support for targeting the development of self-regulation as an effective means of managing stress [40],
encouraging coaches to control their thinking, emotions and reactions. While coaches have identified
benefits to employing self-regulation strategies, it is also noted that support and guidance is required
for these strategies to be effective [41].

No differences were identified in mental well-being between levels of coaching (i.e., high
performance or community), hours spent in the coaching environment, and number of years coaching.
This contradicts Fletcher and Scott’s [42] proposition that coaches at higher levels are more susceptible
to lower levels of mental well-being due to the increased number of stressors they experience.
A suggestion for this is that all coaches perceive stressors, but these may come from differing sources.
At the high-performance end, these may be more performance related; for the community coach, these
may be related more to participant retention. Coaching literature has noted the multitude of stressors
coaches can encounter in the sport workplace and being able to manage these is crucial for both mental
well-being and performance [43].

The findings of this study have been adjusted to compensate for level of coaching, age and coaching
experience, indicating that females in this study have higher levels of mental well-being. This could
be attributed to these women having more adaptive coping strategies and that they self-regulate
emotions in a more positive manner. While some previous research [26,44] suggests women in coaching
roles experienced higher levels of stressors in the workplace, Durand-Bush et al.’s [41] concluded
that female coaches use more proactive coping strategies to better manage these workplace factors.
Considering the many roles coaches are required to undertake, these women may also be better at
focusing on specific tasks and therefore reducing the impact of stressors. Norman [45] advocated for
the education of female coaches to understand the context of coaching challenges and better prepare
them for the workplace.

The findings indicated that workload was also related to mental well-being, with a more
manageable workload associated with higher levels of coach mental well-being. Most coaches will have
periods where their workload will be increased (i.e., tournament coaching), but being prepared for these
is important for mental well-being. High work demands for long periods of time will have detrimental
effects on coach mental well-being [46]. Organisational psychology literature [47] has identified the
need for optimising workloads to improve mental well-being in the workplace. As such, organisations
employing or caring for (i.e., coaching associations) are encouraged to develop guidelines and promote
strategies to assist coaches in managing workloads. Many athlete associations have incorporated
specific policy dictating the hours available for professional athletes to complete non-sport specific
activities (i.e., team sponsor meetings), and this approach may be of benefit to high-performance
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coaches. At the community level, engaging a wider volunteer support group may help manage the
coaching workload. Organisational psychology encourages monitoring of workplace stressors and
providing employees the resources to cope and flourish [5]. Similarly, coaches themselves should
recognise how they work most effectively and attempt to balance individual workloads as a means of
maintaining peak performance. Kellmann, Altfeld and Mallett [48] highlighted the importance of the
stress–recovery balance for coaches, particularly at a high-performance level. Likewise coach mental
well-being can be affected by work–life balance discrepancies [49]. Didymus, Rumbold and Staff [50]
recommend coaches take personal responsibility for their own mental well-being by ensuring they
allocate time to non-coaching activities.

Organisational approaches to assist employees manage workload have typically focused on stress
management interventions or training as a means to improve mental well-being [51]. This approach
is also applicable to sports coaching, where it is not feasible to remove stressors from the workplace.
Both relaxation and biofeedback strategies have been utilised to manage workplace stress, which
are applicable to all levels of coaching and could become part of continued education programs to
support coach retention. In other settings, cognitive–behavioural strategies are employed to support
individuals. These approaches have been identified as having greater success in managing employee
mental well-being than individuals taking personal responsibility [52]. The majority of research from
sports coaching domains supports this [26,29,32], recommending organisations support coaches to
balance workloads to prevent potential burnout. Again, this provides a call for associations to create
policy to encourage the proactive management of work hours. All these approaches are focused on
managing stressors, but there may be an opportunity for organisations to reduce the number of stressors
experienced. Further research is required to establish whether this is possible within sports coaching.

This study also found a relationship between control (i.e., the capacity to influence decisions) and
coaches’ mental well-being. Higher levels of control and autonomy in the workplace were associated
with higher levels of mental well-being. Control in the sports coaching setting may include freedom
to choose the wider coaching team and support staff, autonomy in athlete recruitment, and clear
performance objectives. Organisational psychology literature has identified that having a limited
ability to influence decisions and a lack of organisational support can have a negative impact on
physical and mental well-being [53]. For sports coaches, autonomy in the role is a predictor of mental
well-being [54], with a lack of control negatively influencing mental well-being [30]. Less control is
also linked with emotional exhaustion [55] and decreased engagement [42].

Organisational support and an ability to exercise professional autonomy will be beneficial to
improving the mental well-being of coaches [56]. Didymus, Rumbold and Staff [50] advocated for
organisations to “ensure that the performance climate created by leaders provides coaches with the
resources and entrustability (i.e., trusting coaches to perform their role with minimal supervision or
micromanagement) to thrive under pressure” (p. 265). Further to this having clear expectations and
role clarity is important for improved mental well-being [32]. Organisational leaders play a pivotal
role here, by identifying clear performance objectives that are within the coach’s control and not based
solely on athlete performance. This may also assist managing known stressors related to contract
renewal and prolonged engagement [42].

A lack of control and having too many responsibilities are known stressors for coaches [57].
Similarly, having greater control in the workplace encourages the empowerment of employees [47].
For organisations, this implies a need to remove role ambiguity for coaches. In some cases, this may be
difficult, as the numerous roles vary for coaches at different performance levels and work capacities
(i.e., full time paid; volunteer). While the present study found no difference in mental well-being
between coaches based on these factors, further research is required to ascertain how these may lead to
perceived stress, and how coaches manage such stressors. This has been a focal point of organisational
psychology for a number of decades, with the Job Demands—Control Model [58] central to this. The
basic premise of the model is that high job demands and having minimal control create the most
stressful workplaces. More recent research using this model found that employees with high levels of
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workplace control were able to better self-regulate against increased workloads, resulting in higher
levels of satisfaction and lower anxiety [59].

Overall, the development of self-regulation practices should be a focus of a sub-set of individual
coaches, the organisation employing them, and the association supporting them. Within coach
education programs, at all levels, more emphasis should be placed on how the coach can perform at
their best (including self-regulation strategies) and less on the specifics of what to coach. Having a
greater understanding of the aspects associated with coaching may assist coaches to better manage
these and their own mental well-being [60]. Coaches could benefit from working with an applied sport
psychologist to help manage their own mental well-being [30]. The use of mindfulness techniques
has also been recommended for coaches [61]. It is also important for organisations to consider coach
mental well-being to reduce turnover rates [62]. Employers of coaches should target interventions for
improving mental well-being [63], providing training to better assist the management of workplace
factors [9].

The strengths of this study include the large sample size of coaches from a variety of sports within
Australia, which is likely to be generalisable to coaches globally. While much research has investigated
the impact of stress on coaches and implications for burnout, this study is one of the first to examine
the level of mental well-being reported by coaches. The Areas of Work Life Scale has been widely
used in organisational settings to examine work engagement and risk of burnout and holds promise
as an instrument to assist the assessment of coach workplace factors and coach mental well-being.
Future studies are encouraged to use this assessment tool to identify workload and control factors, and
to explore how the other factors (reward, community, fairness, values) may influence coach mental
well-being. Study limitations included survival bias—the fact that these coaches are currently active,
with ex-coaches who have burnout not represented. This study is further limited by the lack of personal
and social variables measured that are known to effect mental well-being (i.e., social support available).
The inclusion of a specific measure of social support would be beneficial.

5. Conclusions

This study was one of the first to examine levels of mental well-being in Australian sports coaches.
Responses from coaches surveyed identify that these sports coaches had generally high levels of
mental well-being, supporting the first hypothesis. While this hypothesis postulated that coaches
who are male, older, and have fewer weekly coaching hours have higher levels of mental well-being,
the sub-group analysis identified younger and male coaches were the group most at risk of suffering
lower levels of mental well-being. Of particular importance to all coaches is the ability to have a
manageable workload and control over decisions made in the workplace, which supports the second
hypothesis. The findings support the belief that self-regulation strategies to manage the effect of known
and unknown stressors are important for sports coaches. Individual coaches are encouraged to take
personal responsibility for their own mental well-being. However, a greater impact may be made by
organisations employing or caring for coaches to create policy and best practice to ensure that coaches
are supported in managing their mental well-being. This study highlights the role workplace factors,
particularly workload and control, have on mental well-being and encourages future research to adopt
the Areas of Work Life model to investigate this further. As a whole, sports coaches face a multitude of
stressors and must manage these to ensure high levels of performance and mental well-being.

Author Contributions: Conceptualisation, F.C., J.W. and P.K.; methodology, F.C., M.M. and P.K.; software, F.C.,
M.M. and P.K.; formal analysis, M.M. and P.K.; data curation, M.M.; writing—original draft preparation, F.C.;
writing—review and editing, F.C., J.W., L.C.M. and P.K.; funding acquisition, F.C., J.W., L.C.M. and P.K.

Funding: This research was supported by seed funding from the Centre for Sport Research, Deakin University.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflicts of interest.



Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2019, 16, 4601 10 of 12

References

1. Norris, L.A.; Didymus, F.F.; Kaiseler, M. Stressors, coping, and well-being among sports coaches: A systematic
review. Psychol. Sport Exerc. 2017, 33, 93–112. [CrossRef]

2. Stewart-Brown, S.; Janmohamed, K. Warwick-Edinburgh Mental Well-Being Scale (WEMWBS) User Guide,
Version 1; Warwick Medical School, University of Warwick: Coventry, UK, 2008.

3. Stebbings, J.; Taylor, I.M.; Spray, C.M.; Ntoumanis, N. Antecedents of perceived coach interpersonal behaviors:
The coaching environment and coach psychological well- and ill-being. J. Sport Exerc. Psychol. 2012, 34,
481–502. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

4. Mashlach, C.; Leiter, M.P. The Truth about Burnout; Jossey-Bass: San Francisco, CA, USA, 1997.
5. Dewe, P.J.; O’Driscoll, M.P.; Cooper, C. Coping with Work Stress: A Review and Critique; John Wiley & Sons:

Hoboken, NJ, USA, 2010.
6. Horton, P. The role of the coach. In Practical Sports Coaching; Nash, C., Ed.; Routledge: Abingdon, UK, 2015;

pp. 3–15.
7. Rynne, S.B.; Mallett, C.J.; Rabjohns, M.W. High performance coaching: Demands and development.

In The Psychology of Coaching: A Contemporary Review; Thelwell, R., Harwood, C., Greenlees, I., Eds.;
Routledge: London, UK, 2017; pp. 114–127.

8. Altfeld, S.; Kellmann, M.; Curran, T. Are German coaches highly exhausted? A study of differences in
personal and environmental factors. Int. J. Sports Sci. Coach. 2015, 10, 637–654. [CrossRef]

9. Stebbings, J.; Taylor, I.M. Definitions and correlations of coach psychological well-and ill-being.
In The Psychology of Sports Coaching: Research and Practice; Thelwell, R.C., Harwood, C., Greenlees, I.A., Eds.;
Routledge: London, UK, 2017; pp. 170–184.

10. Australian Psychological Society. Stress & Wellbeing [Electronic Resource]: How Australians are Coping with Life:
The Findings of the Australian Psychological Society Stress and Wellbeing in Australia Survey 2015; Australian
Psychological Society: Melbourne, Australia, 2015.

11. Kidger, J.; Brockman, R.; Tilling, K.; Campbell, R.; Ford, T.; Araya, R.; King, M.; Gunnell, D. Teachers’
wellbeing and depressive symptoms, and associated risk factors: A large cross sectional study in English
secondary schools. J. Affect. Disord. 2016, 192, 76–82. [CrossRef]

12. Murray, M.A.; Cardwell, C.; Donnelly, M. GP’s mental wellbeing and psychological resources:
As cross-sectional survey. Br. J. Gen. Prac. 2017, 67, 547–554. [CrossRef]

13. Lucas, R.E.; Clark, A.E.; Georgellis, Y.; Diener, E. Unemployment alters the set point for life satisfaction.
Psychol. Sci. 2004, 15, 8–13. [CrossRef]

14. Brough, P.; Drummond, S.; Biggs, A. Job support, coping, and control: Assessment of simultaneous impacts
within the occupational stress process. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 2018, 23, 188–197. [CrossRef]

15. Diener, E.; Suh, E.M. Culture and Subjective Well-Being; MIT Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 2003.
16. van der Noordt, M.; IJzelenberg, H.; Droomers, M.; Proper, K.I. Health effects of employment: A systematic

review of prospective studies. Occup. Environ. Med. 2014, 71, 730–736. [CrossRef]
17. Lee, Y.H.; Chelladurai, P. Emotional intelligence, emotional labor, coach burnout, job satisfaction, and turnover

intention in sport leadership. Eur. Sport Manag. Quart. 2018, 18, 393–412. [CrossRef]
18. Ryff, C.D. Psychological well-being revisited: Advances in the science and practice of eudaimonia.

Psychother. Psychosom. 2014, 83, 10–28. [CrossRef]
19. Bowman, N.A. The development of psychological well-being among first-year college students. J. Coll.

Stud. Dev. 2010, 51, 180–200. [CrossRef]
20. Arnold, R.; Fletcher, D. A research synthesis and taxonomic classification of the organizational stressors

encountered by sport performers. J. Sport Exerc. Psychol. 2012, 34, 397–429. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
21. Bronfenbrenner, U. Ecological models of human development. In International Encyclopedia of Education;

Peterson, P., Baker, E., McGaw, B., Eds.; Elsevier: Oxford, UK, 1994; Volume 3, pp. 1643–1647.
22. Gencay, S.; Gencay, O.A. Burnout among judo coaches in Turkey. J. Occup. Health 2011, 53, 365–370.

[CrossRef] [PubMed]
23. Lundkvist, E.; Gustafsson, H.; Hjälm, S.; Hassmén, P. An interpretative phenomenological analysis of burnout

and recovery in elite soccer coaches. Qual. Res. Sport Exerc. Health 2012, 4, 400–419. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.psychsport.2017.08.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1123/jsep.34.4.481
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22889690
http://dx.doi.org/10.1260/1747-9541.10.4.637
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2015.11.054
http://dx.doi.org/10.3399/bjgp17X691709
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.0963-7214.2004.01501002.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000074
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/oemed-2013-101891
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/16184742.2017.1406971
http://dx.doi.org/10.1159/000353263
http://dx.doi.org/10.1353/csd.0.0118
http://dx.doi.org/10.1123/jsep.34.3.397
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22691400
http://dx.doi.org/10.1539/joh.10-0064-FS
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21778661
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/2159676X.2012.693526


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2019, 16, 4601 11 of 12

24. Solstad, B.E.; Ivarsson, A.; Haug, E.M.; Ommundsen, Y. Youth sport coaches’ well-being across the season:
The psychological costs and benefits of giving empowering and disempowering sports coaching to athletes.
Int. Sport Coach. J. 2018, 5, 124–135. [CrossRef]

25. McNeill, K.; Durand-Bush, N.; Lemyre, P.-N. Understanding coach burnout and underlying emotions:
A narrative approach. Sports Coach. Rev. 2016, 16, 1–18.

26. Kilo, R.A.; Hassmén, P. Burnout and turnover intentions in Australian coaches as related to organisational
support and perceived control. Int. J. Sports Sci. Coach. 2016, 11, 151–161. [CrossRef]

27. Rhind, D.J.; Scott, M.; Fletcher, D. Organizational stress in professional soccer coaches. Int. J. Sport Psychol.
2013, 44, 1–16.

28. Olusoga, P.; Butt, J.; Hays, K.; Maynard, I. Stress in elite sports coaching: Identifying stressors. J. Appl.
Sport Psychol. 2009, 21, 442–459. [CrossRef]

29. Norman, L.; Rankin-Wright, A. Surviving rather than thriving: Understanding the experiences of women
coaches using a theory of gendered social well-being. Int. Rev. Sociol. Sport 2018, 53, 424–450. [CrossRef]

30. Kelly, S.; Thelwell, R.; Barker, J.B.; Harwood, C.G. Psychological support for sport coaches: An exploration
of practitioner psychologist perspectives. J. Sports Sci. 2018, 36, 1852–1859. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

31. Robbins, J.E.; Gilbert, J.N.; Clifton, A.M. Coaching stressors in a Division II historically black university.
J. Intercoll. Sport 2015, 8, 183–205. [CrossRef]

32. Bentzen, M.; Lemyre, N.; Kenttä, G. A comparison of high-performance football coaches experiencing
high-versus low-burnout symptoms across a season of play: Quality of motivation and recovery matters.
Int. Sport Coach. J. 2017, 4, 133–146. [CrossRef]

33. Leiter, M.P.; Maslach, C. Areas of Worklife Survey Manual; Center for Organizational Research and Development:
Wolfville, NS, USA, 2006.

34. Brom, S.S.; Buruck, G.; Horváth, I.; Richter, P.; Leiter, M.P. Areas of worklife as predictors of occupational
health—A validation study in two German samples. Burnout Res. 2015, 2, 60–70. [CrossRef]

35. DeFreese, J.D.; Smith, A.L. Areas of worklife and the athlete burnout-engagement relationship. J. Appl.
Sport Psychol. 2013, 25, 180–196. [CrossRef]

36. Tennant, R.; Hiller, L.; Fishwick, R.; Platt, S.; Joseph, S.; Weich, S.; Parkinson, J.; Secker, J.; Stewart-Brown, S.
The Warwick-Edinburgh mental well-being scale (WEMWBS): Development and U.K. validation. Health Qual.
Life Outcomes 2007, 5, 63. [CrossRef]

37. Putz, R.; O’Hara, K.; Taggart, F.; Stewart-Brown, S. Using WEMWBS to Measure the Impact of Your Work on
Mental Wellbeing: A Practice-Based User Guide; Coventry City Council: Coventry, UK, 2012.

38. Smith, O.R.F.; Alves, D.E.; Knapstad, M.; Haug, E.; Aarø, L.E. Measuring mental well-being in Norway:
Validation of the Warwick-Edinburgh mental well-being scale (WEMWBS). BMC Psychiatry 2017, 17, 182.
[CrossRef]

39. StataCorp. Stata Statistical Software: Release 15; StataCorp LLC: College Station, TX, USA, 2017.
40. Beckmann, J.; Kellmann, M. Self-regulation and recovery: Approaching an understanding of the process of

recovery from stress. Psychol. Rep. 2004, 95 (Suppl. 3), 1135–1153. [CrossRef]
41. Durand-Bush, N.; Collins, J.; McNeill, K. Women coaches’ experiences of stress and self-regulation: A multiple

case study. Int. J. Coach. Sci. 2012, 6, 21–43.
42. Fletcher, D.; Scott, M. Psychological stress in sports coaches: A review of concepts, research, and practice.

J. Sports Sci. 2010, 28, 127–137. [CrossRef]
43. Wagstaff, C.; Fletcher, D.; Hanton, S. Positive organizational psychology in sport: An ethnography of

organizational functioning in a national sport organization. J. Appl. Sport Psychol. 2012, 24, 26–47. [CrossRef]
44. Bucci, J.; Bloom, G.A.; Loughead, T.M.; Caron, J.G. Ice hockey coaches’ perceptions of athlete leadership.

J. Appl. Sport Psychol. 2012, 24, 243–259. [CrossRef]
45. Norman, L. Developing female coaches: Strategies from women themselves. Asia-Pac. J. Health Sport

Phys. Educ. 2012, 3, 227–238. [CrossRef]
46. Goodger, K.; Gorely, T.; Lavallee, D.; Harwood, C. Burnout in sport: A systematic review. Sport Psychol. 2007,

21, 127–151. [CrossRef]
47. Bakker, A.B.; Daniels, K. A day in the life of a happy worker. In Current Issues in Work and Organisational

Psychology; Bakker, A.B., Daniels, K., Eds.; Psychology Press: New York, NY, USA, 2013; pp. 1–7.
48. Kellmann, M.; Altfeld, S.; Mallett, C.J. Recovery–stress imbalance in Australian football league coaches:

A pilot longitudinal study. Int. J. Sport Exerc. Psychol. 2015, 14, 240–249. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1123/iscj.2017-0026
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1747954116636710
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10413200903222921
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1012690216660283
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02640414.2018.1423854
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29299978
http://dx.doi.org/10.1123/jis.2014-0105
http://dx.doi.org/10.1123/iscj.2016-0045
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.burn.2015.05.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10413200.2012.705414
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1477-7525-5-63
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12888-017-1343-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.2466/PR0.95.7.1135-1153
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02640410903406208
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10413200.2011.589423
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10413200.2011.636416
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/18377122.2012.721725
http://dx.doi.org/10.1123/tsp.21.2.127
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1612197X.2015.1020662


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2019, 16, 4601 12 of 12

49. Knights, S.; Ruddock-Hudson, M. Experiences of occupational stress and social support in Australian football
league senior coaches. Int. J. Sports Sci. Coach. 2016, 11, 162–171. [CrossRef]

50. Didymus, F.F.; Rumbold, J.L.; Staff, H.R. Promoting and protecting coach psychological well-being and
performance. In Professional Advances in Sports Coaching: Research and Practice; Thelwell, R.C., Dicks, M., Eds.;
Routledge: London, UK, 2019.

51. Jex, S.M.; Britt, T.W. Organizational Psychology: A Scientist-Practitioner Approach. John Wiley & Sons:
New York, NY, USA, 2014.

52. Kanter, R.M. Men and Women of the Corporation, new ed.; Basic Books: New York, NY, USA, 2008.
53. Siegrist, J.; Dragano, N. Psychosocial stress and disease risks in occupational life: Results of international

studies on the demand-control and the effort-reward imbalance models. Bundesgesundheitsbla 2008, 51,
305–312. [CrossRef]

54. Stebbings, J.; Taylor, I.M.; Spray, C.M. Antecedents of perceived coach autonomy supportive and controlling
behaviors: Coach psychological need satisfaction and well-being. J. Sport Exerc. Psychol. 2011, 33, 255–272.
[CrossRef]

55. Bentzen, M.; Lemyre, P.-N.; Kenttä, G. Development of exhaustion for high-performance coaches in association
with workload and motivation: A person-centered approach. Psychol. Sport Exerc. 2016, 22, 10–19. [CrossRef]

56. Knight, C.J.; Reade, I.L.; Selzler, A.M.; Rodgers, W.M. Personal and situational factors influencing coaches’
perceptions of stress. J. Sports Sci. 2013, 31, 1054–1063. [CrossRef]

57. Frey, M. College coaches’ experiences with stress: “Problem solvers” have problems, too. Sport Psychol. 2007,
21, 38–57. [CrossRef]

58. Karasek, R.A., Jr. Job demands, job decision latitude, and mental strain: Implications for job redesign.
Adm. Sci. Q. 1979, 24, 285–308. [CrossRef]

59. Tucker, M.K.; Jimmieson, N.L.; Oei, T.P. The relevance of shared experiences: A multi-level study of collective
efficacy as a moderator of job control in the stressor-strain relationship. Work Stress 2013, 27, 1–21. [CrossRef]

60. Dixon, M.; Turner, M.J. Stress appraisals of UK soccer academy coaches: An interpretative phenomenological
analysis. Qual. Res. Sport Exerc. Health 2018, 10, 620–634. [CrossRef]

61. Longshore, K.; Sachs, M. Mindfulness training for coaches: A mixed-method exploratory study. J. Clin.
Sport Psychol. 2015, 9, 116–137. [CrossRef]

62. Wells, J.E.; Welty Peachey, J. Turnover intentions: Do leadership behaviors and satisfaction with the leader
matter? Team Perf. Manag. 2011, 17, 23–40. [CrossRef]

63. Neil, R.; McFarlane, H.M.; Smith, A.P. Well-being in sport organizations. In The Organizational Psychology of
Sport; Routledge: London, UK, 2016; pp. 119–137.

© 2019 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1747954116636711
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00103-008-0461-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1123/jsep.33.2.255
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.psychsport.2015.06.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02640414.2012.759659
http://dx.doi.org/10.1123/tsp.21.1.38
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2392498
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2013.772356
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/2159676X.2018.1464055
http://dx.doi.org/10.1123/jcsp.2014-0038
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/13527591111114693
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Recruitment and Sample 
	Instrument and Measures 
	Procedure 
	Analysis 

	Results 
	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

